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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to communication filed 1/24/05. Claims 1-16, 
20-25 are pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1/24/05 
has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants arguments filed 1/24/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to Applicant's argument regarding 35 USC 112 second paragraph, 
that the features (discussed below in sections 5 and 7) are described in the specification 
on page 11, lines 10-11 -wherein the applicant discusses "This is also supported by the 
specification at page 1 1 , lines 10-1 1 of the specification", "As described in the 
specification, "chains are composed of directed links... between pairs of concepts" 
(page, 1 1 , lines 1 9-20)", page 1 1 , lines 1 9-20. The examiner cannot concur because the 
lines of the pages do not describe the limitations, or discussed information. Also, the 
feature upon which the Applicant relied is rejected under 112 para. Therefore, based on 
the broadest interpretation of the claim, Conklin teaches the claimed limitation. 
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In response to Applicant's arguments regarding 35 USC 102, and 35 USC 103, 
the Applicant's arguments remain moot in grounds of the new rejection presented in the 
previous office action, mailed 10/22/04, as the 35 USC 112 second paragraph rejection 
has not been overcome. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-16 and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim (s) contains subject 
matter, which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention. The limitation "for each pair of concepts in each chain, one of 
the pair of concepts is a linear ancestor of the other par of concepts" is not described in 
the specification as to enable one of ordinary skill in the art on how to use or make it. In 
fact, reading the specification of figure 4 on pages 1 1 and 12, there is no mention of 
such limitation. The Applicant is advised to point out where this limitation can found in 
the specification. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-16 and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
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which applicant regards as the invention. The limitation " where for each pair of concept 
in each chain, one of the pair of concept is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of 
concepts" is vague and indefinite because of the following reason: If the pair of concept 
in a chain is chosen to be the maximal element and the last concept of the chain, there 
would not be any ancestor for this pair of concept or one of the pair of concept would 
not be an ancestor of a lineal of the other of the pair of concept. For instance if "thing 
305" and "iguana 56" is chosen for a pair of concept, it is unclear which one of the pair 
of concept is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of concept. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

9. The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
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10. Claim 1-5, 7, 1 1-16 and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Conklin et al (6,363,378), as set forth in the previous office action mailed 
10/22/04. 

As per claims 1 , 11, 12, 15, and 16, Conklin et al teach a method for building a 
directed set to allow a user of a computer system to find a context in which to answer a 
question, the method comprising (figures 3-6): 

identifying a plurality of concepts to form a directed set, wherein one concept is a 
maximal element" (abstract a knowledge base which comprises a plurality of nodes 
depicting terminology concepts, col. 7, lines 39-50, his knowledge base, col. 12, lines 1- 
45); 

"establishing a directed link between the at least a first concept and a second 
concept in the directed set, the directed link defining "is a" relationship between the first 
concept and the second concept" (col. 7, lines 40-61); 

"Establishing chains in the directed set from the maximal element to each 
concept" (col. 7, lines 39-63, col. 6, lines 52-64); where for each pair of concepts in 
each chain, one of the pair of concepts is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of 
concepts" (col. 7, lines 42-62) 

"selecting one or more chains in the directed set as a basis" (figure 4, col. 7, line 
62 to col. 9, lines 26). 

"Measuring how closely each concept is represented in each chain in the basis" 
(col. 7, lines 8-21; col. 12, line 48 to col. 14, line 10); 
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As per claims 2, 3, 13 and 14 Conklin et al teach creating a state vector for each 
concept in the directed set.. .(col. 4, lines 39 to col. 5, line 15, his document theme 
vector 160). 

As per claims 4-5 and 7, Conklin et al teach introducing a new concept in the 
directed set (col. 12, line 19-44, col. 10, line 23 to col. 1 1 , line 67). Claims 20-22 are 
the same in scope and content as claims 1 , 11, 12 and 1 5 and therefore are rejected 
under the same rationale. 

As per claims 1 7-1 9, Conklin et al teach a method for a user of a computer 
system to find a context to aid in answering a question, the method comprising: 

"Parsing the question into or more or more concepts" (fig. 1-2, his query 
processing 175); 

"Measuring distances in a directed set between the one or more parsed 
concepts" (figure 2, his calculate conceptual proximity 252); 

"Using the distances between the one or more parsed concepts to establish a 
context for the question" (his rank query feedback terms by conceptual proximity 262). 

As per claims 18, Conklin et al teach establishing one or more chains.. .(figs. 3-5, 
col. 7, line 39- col. 123, line 45). 

As per claims 23-25, Conklin et al teach establishing a first directed Link from the 
second concept to the first concept and establishing a second directed Link from a third 
concept to the first concept (figure 3, col. 7, lines 29-62., for instance NodeC and 
NodeB being the first and the second concept respectively and NodeC 1 and NodeD 
being the first and the third concept). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 6 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Conklin et al (6,363,378). 

It is noted that Conklin et al teach the claimed invention but does not explicitly 
teach discarding the chains in the basis, removing an existing chain from the maximal 
element tot the first concept and establishing a new chain from the maximal element to 
the first concept. However, Conklin et al teach at col. 8, line 32 to col. 10, line 20, the 
selecting of focal categories (nodes) based on the weight of each node. Therefore, one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention made would have it obvious to 
recognize that the system of Conklin using the accumulated weight to select the focal 
categories would remove or discard any existing link (chain) from the focal category to 
any other node because it would provide a better calculation of the weight focal 
category that would enhance the question-answering system. 

Conclusion 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lamont M. Spooner whose telephone number is 
571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571/272-7602. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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